Date: Fri, 26 Mar 93 04:30:21 PST
From: Ham-Policy Mailing List and Newsgroup <ham-policy@ucsd.edu>
Errors-To: Ham-Policy-Errors@UCSD.Edu
Reply-To: Ham-Policy@UCSD.Edu
Precedence: Bulk
Subject: Ham-Policy Digest V93 #76
To: Ham-Policy
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Today's Topics:
                       ARRL BULLETIN 32 ARLB032
                           Htx-100 For Sale
                        Packet Accountablilty
            Public Apology [really: irregardless] (2 msgs)
                       The next attack on hams
                       The next attack on hams?
                        third party agreements

Send Replies or notes for publication to: <Ham-Policy@UCSD.Edu>
Send subscription requests to: <Ham-Policy-REQUEST@UCSD.Edu>
Problems you can't solve otherwise to brian@ucsd.edu.

Archives of past issues of the Ham-Policy Digest are available 
(by FTP only) from UCSD.Edu in directory "mailarchives/ham-policy".

We trust that readers are intelligent enough to realize that all text
herein consists of personal comments and does not represent the official
policies or positions of any party.  Your mileage may vary.  So there.
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Date: 25 Mar 93 15:38:15 EST
From: mvb.saic.com!unogate!news.service.uci.edu!usc!zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu!uwm.edu!linac!att!att!dptg!lznj2!ncrhub2!ncrgw2!psinntp!arrl.org@network.UCSD.EDU
Subject: ARRL BULLETIN 32 ARLB032
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

In rec.radio.amateur.policy, pschleck@cwis.unomaha.edu (Paul W Schleck KD3FU) writes:
>bulletin@n8emr.cmhnet.org (Automatic packet bulletin poster) writes:
>
>
>>============================================================== 
>>| 	Automatic relayed from packet radio via              | 
>>|            N8EMR's Ham BBS, 614-895-2553                   |
>>==============================================================
>
>>ZCZC AG73
>>QST DE W1AW  
>>ARRL BULLETIN 32  ARLB032
>>FROM ARRL HEADQUARTERS NEWINGTON CT
>>MARCH 23, 1993
>>RELAYED BY KB8NW/OBS & BARF-80 BBS
>>TO ALL RADIO AMATEURS 
>> 
>>SB QST ARL ARLB032
>>ARLB032 ARLB030 REVISION/UPDATE
>> 
>>MESSAGE CONTENT PROPOSAL
>> 
>>THE FCC HAS PROPOSED TO CHANGE THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE CONTENT OF
>>AMATEUR MESSAGES RELAYED BY HIGH-SPEED NETWORKS.
>> 
>>ON MARCH 22, 1993, THE COMMISSION ANNOUNCED ACTION IN DOCKET 93-85,
>>IN NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULE MAKING 93-154, PROPOSING TO ESTABLISH ''A
>>COMPLIANCE POLICY FOR AMATEUR STATIONS PARTICIPATING IN AUTOMATIC
>>MESSAGE FORWARDING SYSTEMS, TO HOLD THE LICENSEE OF THE STATION
>>ORIGINATING A MESSAGE AND THE LICENSEE OF THE FIRST FORWARDING
>>STATION PRIMARILY ACCOUNTABLE FOR VIOLATIVE COMMUNICATIONS.
>> 
>
>Hmmm, this sounds very much like a spin-off from FCC Docket 92-136,
>which was to re-evaluate the so-called "No Business" rule of Part 97.  I
>brought up the subject of packet networks and automatic forwarding in my
>reply comments (and I know others, including Phil Karn, did too).  I
>offered the simpler test of responsibility that would result from an
>overhauled "No Business" rule as one of the many excellent reasons for
>modifying the rules back to their pre-1972, pre-Eye-Back-Docket state.
>
>Is the FCC going to pass the above special rule, then turn around and
>say that most signficant motivation for 92-136 has now been rendered
>moot?  While I would agree with the proposal offered above, it
>unnecessarily complicates Part 97 (and makes it technology-specific)
>when all that is needed is a simpler "No Business" rule that holds the
>operator responsible for not benefitting personally from the
>communications.
>
>Anyone else have another spin on things?

They aren't the same thing at all.  92-136 addresses *what* is the
allowable content of transmissions, while this new proposal is
attempting to define *who* is accountable for that content.

Note that this proposal is a loosening of the existing rules.  As FCC
sees it now, *every* station participating in automatic forwarding is
equally and individually responsible for message content.  This global
distribution of accountability was the case both before and after the
"Eye Bank" case.  NPRM 93-154 would remove that accountability from
forwarding stations after the first one.

Whether that is a good approach is a subject worthy of consideration,
but I don't think--and I don't believe the FCC thinks--it is related
to the question of what constitutes allowable content.
-------
Jon Bloom, KE3Z              |  jbloom@arrl.org
American Radio Relay League  |     Justice is being allowed to do whatever
225 Main St.                 |     I like.  Injustice is whatever prevents
Newington, CT 06111          |     my doing so. -- Samuel Johnson

------------------------------

Date: 25 Mar 93 05:40:00 GMT
From: sun-barr!news2me.EBay.Sun.COM!cronkite.Central.Sun.COM!texsun!wb9rxw!kf5iw!rwsys!ocitor!FredGate@decwrl.dec.com
Subject: Htx-100 For Sale
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

	Realistic HTX-100, microphone, heavy duty (blade fused)
	power cord, mounting bracket, and manual.  $119
			-John Haynes
			(214) 914-2272



... RAM DISK is NOT an installation procedure!
___ Blue Wave/QWK v2.12
 * Origin: Com Port 1 - DFW Amateur Radio BBS (214) 226-1181 (1:124/7009)

------------------------------

Date: Fri, 26 Mar 1993 12:06:48 GMT
From: usc!howland.reston.ans.net!gatech!udel!gvls1!news@network.UCSD.EDU
Subject: Packet Accountablilty
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

> 
>SB QST ARL ARLB032
>ARLB032 ARLB030 REVISION/UPDATE
> 
>MESSAGE CONTENT PROPOSAL
> 
>THE FCC HAS PROPOSED TO CHANGE THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE CONTENT OF
>AMATEUR MESSAGES RELAYED BY HIGH-SPEED NETWORKS.
> 
>ON MARCH 22, 1993, THE COMMISSION ANNOUNCED ACTION IN DOCKET 93-85,
>IN NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULE MAKING 93-154, PROPOSING TO ESTABLISH ''A
>COMPLIANCE POLICY FOR AMATEUR STATIONS PARTICIPATING IN AUTOMATIC
>MESSAGE FORWARDING SYSTEMS, TO HOLD THE LICENSEE OF THE STATION
>ORIGINATING A MESSAGE AND THE LICENSEE OF THE FIRST FORWARDING
>STATION PRIMARILY ACCOUNTABLE FOR VIOLATIVE COMMUNICATIONS.
> 

Hmmmm- Substitute "writer of article" for "station originating a
message"  and  "publisher" for "licensee of the first forwarding
station".  Using the outcome of the 'Cubby Case', is this the
first step in letting packet fly again?  

ref: Cubby, Inc. v. CompuServe, Inc. (90 Civ. 6571, SDNY)

--
Ed Naratil                                     (All standard disclaimers apply)
Amateur Packet: w3bnr@N3LA.#epa.PA.USA.NA            ean@VFL.Paramax.COM

------------------------------

Date: 25 Mar 93 11:43:19 GMT
From: pipex!bnr.co.uk!uknet!yorkohm!minster!fisher@uunet.uu.net
Subject: Public Apology [really: irregardless]
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

It is widely considered in Britain that the word "irregardless" is "wrong" to
the extent that people who use it are illiterate.  Now I know you have your
own set of rules over there, and I'm not making any judgement on "correct"
English, but if you're addressing an international audience you might be
better thought of (i.e. put your point across better) if you used "regardless"
instead!

Webster's records words which are in use.  That doesn't mean they have the
effect on the reader that you want (or expect) them to have.

----
Tony Fisher
Dept. of Computer Science, The University of York, York YO1 5DD, U.K.
Tel. +44 904 432738 or 432722
Internet: fisher@minster.york.ac.uk
Janet:	  fisher@uk.ac.york.minster
UUCP:	  fisher@minster.UUCP (..!uunet!mcsun!reading!minster!fisher)

------------------------------

Date: 26 Mar 1993 10:47:13 GMT
From: usc!wupost!uwm.edu!csd4.csd.uwm.edu!erchul@network.UCSD.EDU
Subject: Public Apology [really: irregardless]
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

	regardless, irregardless    
	flammable, inflammable    

	I'm sure we all (almost all) know   
	what was meant either way...     



 [The opinions expressed are my own, not those of any one else]   
------------------------------------------------------------------------  
| David A. V. Erchul                                                   |   
| University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee                                  |  
| CSD - Computer Operations                                            |  
| EMS     Room   EB65                                                  |  
| P. O. Box 413                                                        |  
| 3200 N. Cramer                                                       |  
| Milwaukee, WI  53201                                                 |  
|                                                                      |  
| Bellnet:      (414) 229-5735                    Midnight -- 08:00 am |  
| Internet:     erchul@csd4.csd.uwm.edu                                |  
| Bitnet:       erchul%csd4.csd.uwm.edu@INTERBIT                       |  
| Csnet:        erchul%uwmcsd4@uwm                                     |  
| UUCP:         uwmcsd4!erchul                                         |  
------------------------------------------------------------------------  

------------------------------

Date: Thu, 25 Mar 1993 19:46:52 GMT
From: yuma!ulysses!steven@purdue.edu
Subject: The next attack on hams
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

The perceived risk of cancer from RF should be a very real source of concern
for hams.

When it comes to public hearings in front of /city/county/town boards, there
are no nuts or fruitcakes.  Politics is all that matters.  The elected
officials could care less about science, reasoning or the law.  All that
matters is what will play well next election day.  I have often seen our
local boards knowingly violate laws.  They are betting that you do not have
the money or guts to fight them in court.  Even if you do fight them legally,
it will be years before you can overturn their decisions.  By then, the
matter will long since be forgotten, and won't be an election day issue.
Besides, your local elected official can always "blame it on the courts" 
when they are forced to let you transmit/put up your tower, etc.

Remember, a public hearing is NOT a court-of-law.  Nobody is under oath to
speak the truth, or have facts to back up their claims.  When hams talk
about ANSI standards, FCC preemption or radio propagation, and the "nuts"
talk about studies linking RF and cancer, or towers and property values,
your elected officials are under no obligation to find out the "truth"
independently.  They can do as they damn well please.

Unfortunately, I see dark days ahead for ham radio.

Steve London,
N2IC/0

------------------------------

Date: 26 Mar 1993 10:05:08 GMT
From: usc!zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu!uwm.edu!csd4.csd.uwm.edu!erchul@network.UCSD.EDU
Subject: The next attack on hams?
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

>In article <1993Mar24.192429.15444@news.acns.nwu.edu> lapin@casbah.acns.nwu.edu (Gregory Lapin) writes:
>>
>>against it.  From the naysayers came the proposal that ALL radio
>>transmissions be banned within the village limits (except for police and
>>fire).  

   After the fact, let's see them enforce that proposal.   

      cellular phone - get rid of it.   
      cordless phone - get rid of it.   
      microwave oven - get rid of it.   
      garage door opener - get rid of it.   
      pager type car alarms - get rid of it.   
      all wireless microphones - get rid of it.   
      baby monitor - get rid of it.   
      walkie talkie kids got for xmas  - get rid of it.   
      mr microphone kids got for xmas  - get rid of it.   
      remote control car kids got for xmas  - get rid of it.   
      remote control boat kids got for xmas  - get rid of it.   
      remote control plane kids got for xmas  - get rid of it.   

   Most of those people don't seem to notice all of the rf transmissoins  
   that are around them every day until you try to make them get rid 
   of them.   
   Some may not even think that they could survive without the 
   first five or six listed above. They just DON'T THINK.   

		(My opinion only)     :-)    

------------------------------

Date: 25 Mar 93 12:04:42 CST
From: timbuk.cray.com!hemlock.cray.com!cherry10!dadams@uunet.uu.net
Subject: third party agreements
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu

Where can we get a list of those countries with which we (USA) have
third party agreements?
---
--David C. Adams  Statistician  Cray Research Inc.  dadams@cray.com
___________________________________________________________________
       Old Sourdoughs never die.  They just ferment away.

------------------------------

End of Ham-Policy Digest V93 #76
******************************
